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SUNMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1. The Prablem

a. The purpose of this study wus to develop and improve metheds foi 1wn-
in interviewing prisoners of war and refugees to obtain information of «..c sort
useful in paychological warfare operativns. The Army requirement called for
research based on direct interviewing cf escaped nationals of European satei-
lite countries.

b. The effect of various interrogation factors on the amount of information
obtained from refugees was examined under ~ontrclled comitions. The four
factors selected for study were the inlerrogator, the suurce, the manner of
interrogition, and the pattern of questioning.

2. The Method

a. Sixty-four interrogations of recent male refugees from the East Zone
of Germany were conducted in Giegsen, Germsany, in Muarch ard April 1805.
The four interrogators were German nationala who were given thorough train-
ing at the beginning of the experiment; each of them conducted 16 interviews
4ind Sboerved 16 oihers. The interviews, which averaged 2 1/2 hours in len, *h,
were recorded, {n order iv lewve the interrogator five S ccncentrate on the
source's reactions.

b. The research design perniitted 32 diffecrent combinations of the four
main factors under s'udy: Each {uterview wags conducted with a scurce of
either a higher or a lower level of educatian, in either a permisaive cr a more
formal manner, using one of twu [oi'ms of the intervicw <chedule, by one of
the four interrogators. Two interviews were conducted for e:zch of th
32 combinations,

c. The interrogation schedule was cesigned to obtain sociao-peychulegical
information. The four topics, selected from among Bix suggested by the Office
of the Chief of Psychological Warfare, were living conditiors in East Germany,
attitudes toward Russia, redctions to propaganda, and attitudes toward tine
United States. The questions in the two forms of the schedvle were substan-
tively the same, but their vrder and phrasing differed.

d. The amount of information obtzined irom ezch interrogation was meas-
ured in two waysg: total urnita of information, and average units per question,

3. Findings
a. The sources with 11 or mure years of schooling gave significantly more

information than did those with legs edu. uii~n. This finding iield for all tour
tooics in the mterrogation schedule,

i
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b, The over-al'lt amount of inforrnation secured by the four interrogators
did not differ significently. However, the intervogators did dififer in their per-
formance with sources of different educational levels. Thoge interrogators
w0 obtained the masl informaticn from higher-cducated sources obitained the
ieast from regpondenis of lower education: others performed relanively better
with lower-educated than with higher-educated gcurces.
c. No =ignificent difference was fcund in the amount of information
obtained with *he permissa.ve and more formal ("busineasiike”) technigies,
Reliance cannot be placed in this finding, however, because there iy evidence
taat a sizable proportion of the sources did not perceive the “businesslile”
interview as having the cold and fu.personal charactevistics iatendec. Thus
the two techniques, as applied in this experiment, may have heen perceived in
substantially the same way by these sources.
' d. In the test of the variations in the interrogation schedule, no significant
differences were found between the various paiterns. Sources gave about the
. garne amount of irformation whether:
. (1) Each group of specific questions was preceded by a general ques-
f ] tion, or only thc apecific questions were asked.
' (2) Factuul or aititudinal questions were asked firast on a given topic.
(3) They vrere asked to describe the attitudes of other people on a
topic (attitude toward the United States), or to state their own opinions. It had
been thought that sources unwilling to apeak freely for themselves might pro-
ject their own opinions when talking in more general terms.
e. Provocative statements yielded significantly more units of informaticn
than related open-end quesiions.

4. Conclusions and Recommendaiions

2. In any generalizations based on this tesearch, the special conditions
that gurrounded the colieccon of the data muset be taken 1no account:

{1) The extemt to which the reaspondenis were willing to cooperate
with the American agency which interroguted them wags con‘ingent not only upon
very personal motives but also upon the internationa. situation between the
East and the West at the time. !n war time many refugees may be extremely
reluctant to cooperate, especially if their sympathies lie with the enemy.

(2) Interrngators of other nationalities may pcrform dilferent:y.
In addition, the intensive training amd close observation of the interro-
gators in thie experiment probably tended to reduce deviations from the
i specified procedures.

(3) The criterion used to eveluate the results of the interrogations
was resatricted to amount of information obtained; there wags no way to asti-
mate either the validity of the informaticn ur its relevance to psychoiogical
warfare purposcs.

b. The major conclusions drawn from this resesrch are these:

{1} For the type of socio-psychologic.l intelligence usually called
ior in psychulogical warfare, more highiy educated sources appear to be
better informants than sources with lower edu. «tional background. ot only
do well-educated respondents provide mecce information, but there 18 some
indication that they may also tend to be mo.e 7 7nk and make less effort to
wngratiate themselves.
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(2) Although extremelycareful training of interrogators and monitor-
ing of some interrogutiona on a gpot-check basis can minimize differences
among ‘uterviewers ir over-all performance, differences in their success
with various types of individuals probably will remain. Some interrogators
appaurently do their best work with more highly educated reapondents, vwhile
others are particularly ad:pt at securing information from gources of lower
educational leveis. The characteriaticsg which differentiate between interro-
gators in this =< 122t could not be determined ir the present study because of
the amall number of interrogators nsed.

{3) The crucial point with regard to the effect of the treatment used
in dealing with & gource may be his owr perception of this treatment, and this
{n turn may be influenced by his expectaiion. The indication that, becausc of
cultural factors, some of the gcources did not perceive the “businesgsi «”
inter-cyation procedure as fubstantially different from the permissive makes
thia pavt of the atudy inconciusive. They only suggeat that under certain cir-
cumastances, with interviewers well trained in probing, either technique may
come ap with substantially the same amouvut of inrformation.

(4) When the number of apecific questiona on a topic I8 large and
fairly exhaustive, the amount of irformation cutained per queation will not be
asriouslv affected by the presence or absence of a preceding gerera! question.

(5) When respondents are cooperative and have nothing to fear from
the interviewing sitvation, the give approximately the same amount of infcr-
maiict whether they report about their own opinfons or their impresapions of
others’ opinicna. Therefore, the deciaion on whethier to ask attitude queations
in a “peracnal” or "impersonzl” way can be based on other considerations.

(6) insvrting exaggerated or cbviously incorrec: atatements into the
schedule provokes respondents inte set.ing the interrogator straight, and hence
ia an effective way of obtaining additii.nal {nformation.

c. Tiese conclusions provide ihe bagie far the {cllowing recommendations:

(1) If a choice must be made among refugee infurmiants for the pur-
poees or psychological warfare, the more highly educated scurces shauld be
given preference, gince they are likely to provide more information.

(2} For optimum performance, the bulk of an interrogator’'s assign-
ment preswnably should be with: L type of person with whom he performs
relatively best. In many cases it will be difficult to predict this interrogator-
source relationship, however, an analysis of each interrogator’s early work
with different types of respondents may provide clues as to the type with which
he is moat successful.

(3) In the preparation of an interrogation gschedule, the possibility of
matter-of-fact usage of some exaggerated or inaccurate statements, design.c
to provoke the source into correcting the interrogator’'s “misconceptions,”
should be con3sidered.
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‘fTHE PROBLEM

Much of the information needed for the planning and execution of psycho-
logical warfare ia obtained through interrogation of prisoners of war and
refugee informants. This type of information, which often deals with intan-
: gibles such as attitudes and opinions, i8 quite different from and much more
’ difficult to elicit than materiel and order-of-battle information.

The general difficulty of the task is compounded by the lack of agreement t
among persons engaged in intcrrogation work as to what are the moat produc-
tive methods of interviewing. The methods now in use have evolved through
experience, and the present interrogation procedures vary widely from crgan-
ization to organization and {rom person to person.

In recognition of this problem, U.S. European Command asked for
research on methods of interviewing average PW and refugee informants, to
aid in obtaining from such sources information useful to paychological war- ;
fare operations. Refugees of European satellite countries were to be inter- .
viewed directly in the proposed study. The sponsoring agency was the Offic
ot the Chieil of Feycuoiogical Warfare, Denartment of the Army. N

g e — P .

PREVIOUS RESEARCH' )

Prior to the presem =iy, o major research had Le¢en conducted in
which interrogation techniquea for obteining paychological warfare infcrma-
tion were experimentally testcd in order to obseivve their effe~liveness under
controlled conditions. Two previous studies, nowever, have 't with inter-
viewing problems and techniques with sources similar to : ae used in tie
present research.

One of these studies was a research project sponsored by cne of the
Services (full title is classified) to investigate methods used in interviewing
refugees and Gernian prisoners of war returned {rom Russia. One aim oi
the research was tc discover, through interviewing interrogation pergonnel, B
what technmiques had been {found most useful in various types of interview sit-
uations. An attempt was also made to examine the interactions which took

b
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Previcus civilian reseerch on intervicwing is wummar.. 1 in Intervieriing tn Social Keccarsh, by
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place during the interview betwe¢en rezpondents and interrogators poasessing
various peraonality charzcteristics.

Algo, In conneciion wilh its "Prcject on the Scviet Sccial System,” the
Rusaian Research Cente - of Harverd University prepared a report entitled
“A Guide for Interviewing Sovielr Escaf ‘e8,™ based on obgervations made by
the Harvard staff during the collection ~nd analysis of interview data.

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY

The 64 interrogations on which the present study is based were z2cn-
ducted in Giessen, Gevinany, during March and April 1055, The HumkRO
regearch team 38 attached for logistical support to a detechment of th.
528th MI Platoun.

The sources were current male refugees from the Eaat Zone of Germany
who were proceased for residence in West Germany at the Lager (camp) in
Giessen. Three-fourths of the yefugees had come to the West within 20 days
o{ the interrogaiion.

The interviews covered four major topics: “Living Conditions {n East
Germany,” “Attitudes Toward Russiu,” *Reactions to Propaganda,” and “Atti- f
tudes Toward the United Staies.” Theae topics were selected from a ligt nf
8ix suggeeted by the Evaluation Branch of OC/FPaywar.

An average of 2 1/2 hours was spent in each {nterrogation. Two interro-
gxtions were conducted each day, one in the morning and one in the afternoon.
They weve gimullanevusty chaerved, menitored, and recorded with the aid of (
a one-way-vision mirror and a concealed micropnom. g :

Four {nterrogators participated in ‘he study, each che conducting 1§ inter- !
views and serving as obgerver during 16 others. The roles of interrogator '
and observer were pysten.stically rotated, according 1o a master ychedule )
worked out in advance for the entire 64 interviewa, sc that each inlerviewer !
observed ench of hig three colleagues en aRpproximately equal number of times. .

The imerrogators were German nalionals who had been thoroughly trained
for {he purposes of this regearcn. 7l trawning included intensive review of
the irterrogation ingtructions and technigues for hamlling various rroblem
situationg, tesis on the training materizl, “mock” interviews with one anviter
and with other memiers of the research tcam, and practice with actual sources
during two pretests of the interrogation schedule.

The project was conducted by a HumRRO research team of five immembers.
The oifice staff included an adininistrative secretary and six translators, all
German nationals.

THE RESEARCH DESIGN
A simpie faciorial research Jesign was uaed, and the data were subjected
tv an analysis of variance. A scnematic diagram of the research design is

presented o Table ]
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Table |
THE RESEARCH DESIGN®

HigherFdocatad Sowces 7 Lowo-Flucaiod Sources
- s T
lusisasalite I| Permisaivy Besiaesalike Peraniselve
Intersogator Taf_l-xqu i Tochu—qso _i ) 'ls:.hvlqu J Technique _; Total
Geention | Ouestion | Oueation | Juestios | Quesiion i Qeestion |Geosiiva | Ouestion |
Patara | Patarn | Feuers | Patars | Patiera | Pattern | Povtara | Pettare |
| i 1
TS A T B et M AN
ag® x x x x x x x z .
Intesrogator “C x . N x x a x x !
. ay® H x x x 2 X x
iaterroguicr "M x < x x < x § 16
apy x x x x x x x %
Isterogaior “H . . x x x x z x 16
cps x x x x x x x x
Iaterroguior “F N z x x . x x x 18
Total 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 64

*Fach © represanta oes iatever getios.

Each intei-iew was conducted with a source of 2ither higher or lower
2ducation, in either a “businesglike” or a permisaive faghion, using one of two
yuestion patterns, by one of tnhe four interrogstnrs. There were two interro-
gations for each combination of varinbles, makinga totul of 64 interviews in all.

‘the recearch thug permitted the four major factcrg 1o vary slmulladne-
ously within the framework of the same experiment. One of the advantages of
such a factorial design i8 that it provides information not only on the effect of
each of the main factors but also on the interesctiun effects of the various com-
binaticns of factors.

INDEFENDENT VARIABLES

The results obteined from en interrogation depend upon many variables.
Chiefl emong these are the source, the interrogator, the interrogation tech-
niques used, the topics couvered, the type and wording of the questions asked,
tne sequence of the questions, the phyaical setting, and the pesychological cli-
mate of the in‘erview situat».n., While it would be desirable to understand the
effects of each of theae elements upon inierrogativon resulits, it was necessury,
for reasons of manageability, to limit the focus of attention. The variablea
chosen for study were (1) the level of education cf the source. {2) the degree
of formality of the interrogation, (3) the interrogator, and {4) the kinds and
patterning of the qucstions asked.

Tine Source

A respondent’s age, gex, intellectual capacity, personality, eduration,
vccupation, cultural background, attitudes, and interesta, as well a8 other
factors. influence not oniy tua relationship with an interrogator but alsn the
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fund of information he bringa with him to the interview, Conaequently, it may
be hypothesized that the effectiveness of interrogation techriques will vary
accordiny to characteriatics of the wource.

Idealiy, 1t wguld have been desirable to stratify sources by a number of
the faciors Yisted abnve. However, becavese of ihe need to delimit the acope
of the res=arch, souices were clussified on the basis of 2 single factor.

Amount of educaticn was chosen becauge it was easily identifiable and Secause
it waa agsumed to be closely relaied to the gource’s fund of information and ‘o
hig inwerractior ~ith an interrogator.

Sources having 11 or more years of education were classified a8 “higher-
educated;” those with 10 years cr fewcr were regarded as “"lower-educatec.”
This handling reflected tha: fact that in Germany the first eight year.: »>f
school are compulsory, and many persons aitend a vocstional school for : .
additional two years. Fersons who receive university or “higher” educat..n
almosat always have more than 10 yeara of schooling.

The respondents were selected by the screener of the platoon to which
the HumRRO research team was sttached for logistical gupport. Because the
number o1 refugees having 11 or more years of educetion was relatively gmall, ‘
the screeners were instructed to send lower-educated aources only when men
with higher educt:ion were not available. Whenever riore than one wource of
a given level was available, the gelection was made at randoin.

Each source was requested to complete a Perscnal Data Form which
called for 14 items of backgrouné wnformation (see Appendix A). Thuse, {f edu- :
cation had not proved to be & significant element, the additional background 4
information would have made it posmsible to examine, on an ingpection baais, ‘
the prcbable re .iionship between some other charactericiice of the source
and the amount of information obtained. This procedure might have provided i
hypoitheses iv be tested in aubsaguent research,

A

Manner ot Interrogation H
?

Two interrogation techniques were used, degignated as "businesslike” }

and "permisgive.” ?
The “"husinesslike” interview was charecterized by a formal, impesraonal {
attitude toward the source on the part of the {nterrogator. This formality was '
expressed in the interrogator's tone of voice, phraseclogy, and posivre, a8 ’
well a8 in his general behavior. Althougn he treaced the gource in a courtecus 3
inanner and made ro attempt tc “browbeat” him, he revertheless was resci1ved, ]
maintained ccmplete control over the pace of the interview, gave no indicaticn '
0. personal interest in the source, and showed nro aigns of spproval of the ;
source’s answere. ;

The “permissive” interview, on the other hand, was characterized by a
wWasin and {riendly sttitude tovrard the aource. The interrogator adopted a ?
relaxed and informal manner, used a conversgational rather than a formal tone,
and adjusted tu the source’s puce. He also showed persona! interes! in the
source and indicated approval of the gource’s responses wheqn appropriate.

One of the main differences between tYe businesslike and the prrmiraive
approach lay in the manner in whica the intesro, tor handled the various
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“problem msituations” which arise duringan interview. These problems, which
stem from characterietics or reactiona of the aource, include lying, withhold-
ing of information, fear, irreievancy, hostility, superciliousness, psssivity,
fatigue, ant ingratiatioa.

When tne interrogator was required to behave in a “bualnessalike” ranner,
he would either Ignore the source's problem (as in the case of fear or fatigue)
or asaign Giame for the aituation to the gource (as in the case of irrelevancy
or withholding of informatior). Ir a pcrmiesive interview, on the other hand,
the interrogator would try to alleviate the source’'s problem by accepting the
blame himself. For examuvle, if .n inconsistency in statements arcug>~ guy-
picion that the saurce was lying, the "businesslike” interrogaior would dircct’»
point out the discrepancy ant blame the source. In a permissive inter-..w,
the interrogator would accept the blame {or the inconsigtency by pretending
that he must have misunderstood what the source had previously asid.

Another major difference was that in the permiaaive interviews the inter-
rogator not orly allowed, tut actually encouraged the source to irdulge in
emoticnal catharsis, to talk about his troubitsa. This was not permitted In
businesslike interviews; a source who began to talk about his personal prob-
lems was interrupted and brought back to the irterview topic. The charac-
teristics of the buainesslike and permissive techniques, as well us methods
of inducing catharsis and of preveniing it {rom getiing out of control, are
ligted in Appendix B.

Thne Interrogaters

It wag cxpected that the characterigtica of an tnterrogrior, such bs nis
personality, interesis, and intclligence, as well as his educational background
and interrogation experience. would considerably influence the results he
achieved in ar interview. Consequently the interrogators were regarded as
an indcpendent variable in this research.

Of the four interrogeators, two had received higher educetion and two had
not. Two of them (orne of whoin was wriveroity educaced) were experienced
interrogators, and the other two had had no previcus iaterrggatior. expericnce.
All four haa worked with American groups and all spoke FEnglish fluently;
instruction sessions and discussions abou! the task could therefore be con-
ducted in English.

A scries of tests wae admirnistered in order to gain an estimate of the
peraonality, interests, and intelligence of each interrogatov. A record of the
>ducatiorial and ernployment hackground of each interrogator is included in
Appendix C, wgether with a comparisorn of the amount of inforination obtained
Ly the four interrogators on each of the f{our topics.

Tn addition, an index of the preference of each interrogator fcr either the
businesslike or perm!saive ranner was obtained before the main series of
interrogatinns waa begun, by having each of them hypotheaize as to which of
the two approaches "will generally yield the better resuita with most sources.”
The interrogators were not told, of cour,e, that the real purpcse or obtaining
their “hypotheges” was to discover any bias w. ~h they might have toward
either of these two techniques of dealing with a gource.
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The Questions

In thiece of the fonr sections of the interview, the form or pattern nf
questioning—the type, ohrasging, or srder of the questione—~wes cystemati-
cally varied.

(1} General and Specific va. Specific Only. In the “Atijtudes Toward
Russia” section, the difference beiween the two patterns of queationing lay in
the preeence or abaence of » general open-end question at the beginning of
#&ch sublopic. ". aalf of the interviews, 2ach of the six subtopice began with
& o=eral question, followed by a geries of specific questions cn the scme
to,-.c (Pattern L. 1. the other interviews, the scurcee werc asked the sa:ne
apecific quepstions without the general question (Pattern II).

This was done in order to determine whether better regults w.-
achieved by opening a topic at a broad ievel, which might tend to encourage
& wider range of thinking on the purt of the source, or by focueing a.:ention
immediately upon a narrow sspect aof the topic, which might tend to restrict
hia thinking.

(2) Atitudinal-Factual va. Factual-Attitudinai. In the “Reactlions to
Propaganda” section, the only variation in the questioning was the order in
which factual and sttitudinal questions on e given topic were asked. “What
newspapers did you read most often in the Eas{ Zone? " is an example of the
factual questiona; “What {8 your opinion of East Zone newspapers? " is repre-
sentutive of the attitudinal questions.

In half of the interviews, each of the six subtopics beygan with
a series of attitudinal questions which were followed by a geries of factual
questivns (Pattern 1), In the other 32 interviews, each subtopic was introduced
by asking the factual questions, {cllowed by the attitudinal questiona (Patiern II).
The gueations themseeives were idenuical in ali of ihe Litervizws; only their
gequenice was changed.

The primary atm in this section was to discover whether or not
lower-educated gources would give better answers to the more compiex atti-
tudinal questions when the interrogator led up to themgradually, or established
a {framework for them, by agking the simpler factual questions firet. 1t was
expected that higher-educated sourcea =—.uld wot need this sert of framework.

{3) Perscnal va. Impersoaal. In the "Attitudes Toward the Unitad
Stetes” section, attitudinal questiona were purased in #ither a "personal™ cr
an "irupersonal” manner, the thought heing that somne sou-ces wmight talk more
freely, or give more information, when asked how other people feel towards
the United States (in the impersonal guastions) than they would i: caked to
atate their own otiitudes (a8 in the persounal questions).

In this section, unlike the two previcusly mentioned, both types of
queptiong were aaxked in all of the interviewa, instead ol using each type with
half of the sample. The six subtopics were divided irnio twe greups, which for
eonvenience will he referred to here as Group A and Group B. In half of the
interviews, the questions in Group A were nshed first in a personai manner,
foliowed by the quesgtions in Greup B, asked in an impersonal manner
(Pattern1). In the otner half of the interviews, the queetions in Group B were
asked first in a personal manner, and .hen the questions in Group A were
asked in an impersoru! manner {Pattern J1}.
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Thus the topics asked in the personal form in one pattern were
asked in th2 impergcnel manner in the other. Thia was done to preclude the
poasibility that differences in results might be due to the topics rather than to
the type of question, since sources might be mmore knowledgeaole and/or nmore
aensitive about cerain topica.

It wall be noted that in both Pattern I and Pattern Il interviews,
the personal questions were asked firat. It was felt that ting might make it
easier for the - uice to distinguish between the two types of questions; if
asked for the opinions of vther perdons first, he mignt tend 1o answer thoge
questions in terme of his own pergonal opinions.

The form and crder of the questions in the “Living Conditions in ¥F-at .
Germany " gection were the same for both Pattern 1 aid Pattern II.

Thus three types of variations in the questions asked were irclude: .n
the recearch design. These variations were incorporated into two forms of
the interrogation schedule; in vne half of the interviews, the Patternl form
was uged, in the other half the Fattern I form (see Appendix Dj, The speci-
fic tyne of variation repregented by the two patterns, of course, differs for
each eection of the schedule, since each question variable was tried cut in
only one Bection.

SPECIAL QUESTIONING DEVICES

Two other questioning devices, “provncative gstatements” and “frankneas \
questions,” were uged in the same form 1n ail of the interviews, i

The “provocetive statements,” used in the “Living Conditions in Eaat
Germany” section, wera deliberately incorrect or naive atatemenis about
aspecte of e jn thee East Zone with whioh most wuuices wcul?2 be familiar.
These stetements~auch as “l understand you don’t have to pay very much
for food in the East Zone because it is ratiored” ~were introduced to provoke
the source intc providing information by tryiug to set the interrogator straight
on the issue. 1t wan believed that such statements might gtimulate the source
to provide more information than would the ordinary open-end question.

The "frankiess questicis”™ "wuere designed to obtain corie indication as
to whether the source wes atlempting to ingratiate himaseif oi give aiswers
which he believed would please the interrogator. These guestions werc
included in the gectiong on “Attitudes Toward Rugsia”™ and “Attitudes Toward
the United States” because it was felt that ingratiation would be more likely
to occur on these topice.

The i{rankness questions were stated in guch & manner that objective
answers 1o themwould be either favorable to Ruseia(“Do you think the quality
of machinery in the Soviet Union 18 higher today than it wuas 25 yeurs agc? ")
or uncomplimentary to the United States (“Do you th.nk thie American leaders
have made any miatakes i foreign policy since the end uf World War 1?7,

THE DEFPENDENT VAHRIABLE

The arnount of relevant information obtal~~d from the intervcgation was
the criterion variable uged in this research. FEach response was evaluated in
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terms of the nuruber of units of information it contained. For the purposes of
this study. a unit of relevent information was defined ag (1} an answer to a

question, 1?) an example, or (3) an amplification of ar. answer. For example,
wher the question called for a list of ttems ("What food items are rationed? ™),
one or two items were ecnred as one unit of inforination, three or more items
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as two units.
Each of the four aections of an interview waa scored separately for the

total number of units of informaiion contained, and for the average number of
units per queatinn. These 1wo 1ueasurea were uced separately in the analyasis
of variance. An important consideration in evaiuating the interview results
was Fow much information was yielded by each interrogator, tyne ol source,
manner of interrogstion, and pettern oi guestioning; tive tatal urit scores were
used to determine this. The unita per question scores were used to standard-
{ze for different applications of the techniques such as differencea in am .
of probing ard in length of time per interview.

g
E

LIMITATIONS

This experiment, like any gsocial science study, is subject to a number
of limitations:

{1) Otber things being equal, the results are projectable. However,
ro two social gituations are identical. In generalizing {rom this study io a
particular situation, the conditions under which the experiment was conducted
muet be borne in mind. Some of the speclal factora which may affect the gen-
eralizability of the findings are:

The limitationof sources and interrogators toa single nationality;
The immediuate international situation and the deeire of the East

German refugees o decomz pari of the Wasny,

The unurually careful and intensive interrogator training program,
The a~tificiality of the physical arrangements for interviewing

(for example, the effect of the obeerver system on the behavior

ui the interrogator).

(2) It will te noted that the deperdent variable was restricted to
emount of information obtained. [t was impossible to use guality as well as
quantity of informaticn asa a criterion in evaluating the interview resviis
because there was no way of estimating either tne validity of the informaticn
or its usefulness for psychological warfare purposes.

As is typical in paychological warfare intelligence, a large num-~
ber of tne topics used in the research were attitudin: 1, An inherent difficulty
‘n attitude atudies of this type is the problem o! dctermining accurately the
extent to which 2 respondent is expressing his hones! opinions and attitudes.
Furthermore, the validity of the factual information on living conditions in
East Germany and propaganda could not be deter:nin2d, sircc there is no body
ct verified information on these topics.

Similarly, there wags no way of judging the impuriaiice or uuciul-
ness of the information for psychological warfare purposec. The value of any
item of information depends upon the spe-ific pgychological warfure mission;
information esgential for one psywal operetinn may Le valueless .or another.
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Chopter 2
PROCEDI'RE

Ail interviews were conducted at the HumRRO offices in Giesse.
Cermany. The East Germar refugees who served as sources were directed
to HumRRO by the acreener of the 528th MI Platoon, to which the research
team wasg attached.

When the screener instructed a refugee to appear at the HumRRO
cffice at an appoirted time, he oftered no explanation of the purpose. The
sources were not even told that they would be interrcgated, although many
expected to be. The only {nstructiona given them were how to get to the
HumRRO building.

THE SETTING AND PREPARATIONS

The project’s administrative secretary, a German national, received the
source and accompanied ki to the interrogation room, a pleasantly furnished
room with an office-like appearance. The interrogatcr's desk was placed
before a window, and ihe source waw seaicd so thai he could talk to the lnler-
rogator across a corner of the degk. Among items on top of the desk was a
calendar with a metal base, in which a microphone waa concealed. A thin
wire, taped beneath the desk blotter go that it could not be seen by the source,
connected the microphone with a recording device in the adjoining observa-
tion room.

A one-way-vision rmirror was set in the wall about two feet apbcve the
desk  From the adjacent room the observer, sitting on an elevated plat-
form, could see both the interrogator and the source very clearly through
the mirror.

While the secretury obtained from the sourcc the information cailed
for on the Personal Data Form, both the interrogator and the cbserver waited
1n this adjoining room, where theycould obaerve the gsource and listen te ihe
conversation. This obviated the need [or the interrogatur to examine the
Personal Data Form before beginning the interrogation, and gave the obaerver
an cpportunity to adjuat the volume countrol of the recorder to the source’s
vuice. At this timg also the interrogator and the nheerver aynchranized
their watches. Thus, when either of thern wished to make & notation about
some asuLect of the interview, he could record the exact tirne at which it
occurred for purposes of locating it in the typescript of the trunslated
recordirng. The interrogator’s watch was plac.d on the desk 3o that it
was outl of he sgouvrce's vision.




INTERROGATION PROCEDURE

After the gecretar had left the interrogaticr room, the interrogator
entered, greated the source, and briefly explained the purpose of the interview.
. A standard slatement was used, t, the effect that the organization was inter-
ested in knowing what conditions were like in the East Zone and how people
felt about them. This was {2'1owead by an invitation for thc source to agk any
questions he mign. have,
The interrogator then began the interview. He had been instructed in
advance as to whether he ghould Lehave in a “bucinessiike” or “permisaive”
manner, as well as which of the two forms of the interrogation scheduie R~ was .
to use. The four interrogation topics, “Living Conditions in East Germa wv.,”
“Attitudes Toward Russia,” “Reactions to Propaganda,”and “Attitudes Tc. a1 d
the United Statea.” were taken up in thot order.

o m gt

] THE RCLE OF THE INTERROGATOR

Since the interviewa wers recorded, the interrogatur’e note-taking wag
restricted to keeping a log on the source’s resctiona and behavior and on any
problems arising during the course of the interview. ln addition to noting the
time at which each problem gituation arose, he also entered his intecpretation
of the cause, the method he used in dealing with the problem, and the posgitive
or negative effects of using that particular method. These notea, and similar :
ones made by the cvbaerver, were referred to later in discussions with
research analysts. i
The log wnich the interrogatcr meintained was presumably interpraied - n
by the source to be iiotes takon on e answesw. The asurce might have thought 1
it strange if the interrogator had done no writing dering the inierview.

THE ROLE OF THE OBSERVER

: The observer fo lowed the same sort of recording scheme during the
' interview as that use by the interrogator. In additicn he noted aspects of the
intevrogator's behavior vhich he felt were eapecially effective or ineffective.
! Hc also cperated the electric recorder and changed the recording discs at

l 20-minute intervals.

POST-INTERVIEW FPROCEDURES

After the interrogation had been cumpleted, the administrative secretary
tuuh e scurce into fhe task lezder’'s office wiiere a post-interview was to be
conducted to helpin the interpretition of the interrugation resuiis. The scurce
filied out a rating scale on his revactions to the interrogation, including the
Lehavior of the interrogator and tie questions asked. The task leader then
interviewed the souice nnthe content and cci’ et of the interrogation. In
gercral, the post-interview was conducted in @ warm, parnesive minner.
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Immediately after the interrogation, the interiogator and observer inde-
pendently completed a rating scale on the | ~urce's pergonality, intelligernce,
and vehavior during the interview. Then, while the post-interview with the
source was heing conducted, the interrogator and observer were separately
inierviewed by two of the research analyats. Trese pcst-irterviews included
questions on problems which had arisen during the interview, technijues
employed ty ... interrogator, and resulls obtsined, as well as characteristics
of the zource anu his general reactions to the interview.

The interrogations were iyped in English directly frem the German
recordings by six experienced translators. If a passage could not be ciearly
understood, even aiter listening to it seversl times, the translator wou'. g...
in parentheses an approxiinate translation of what had been said. When a pas-
sage was completely unintetligible, nuestion merks were entered in he type-
script, followed by the tranalator’s eatimate of the number of words involved.

QUALITATIVE REVIEW AND SCORING

The transiated typeacript of an interrogation wis examined by twc of the
analyats for errors in interviewing, auch as omiaesions or unnecessary repe-
titions of questiona, inappropriate probing, o~ departure from the specified )
businesalike nr permissive manncr. The analysts also noted especially com- |
mendable features of the interrogator's performance.

The qualitative review by the analysts also included an examination and
compar ison of the rating ecales completzd by the source, the interrogator,
and the observer, a8 well as their regponsea to the post-in.erview queptions
aAnd the records kept durieg titr imneiview Uy the Giterrogaier and choerver,

After this review, the two analyets met with the interrogalor and observer,
pointing out weaknesses and commending especially efiective techrniquea. Dis-
crepancies between the interrogawor’s and observer's reactions, as expressed
ir the post-interviews, rating gcales, and ongoing accounta, were discussed to
determine the reasoas for disng=eemen: and to clear up mizunderstandings.

The special function of thv controls built intc the Interrogativn proccdure,
including observation, ratinga, post-interviews, qualitative reviews, and cis-
cussions, waa to ensure uniformity of procedure —not only by helping an inter-
rogator to avoid repeating au error, but also by enatling each interrogator to
learn from the errors and excellences of the other three.

In determining units of information, each interview was gcored independ-
ently by two analyste. Any discrepancies betwcen the two dcores were Jig-
cussed and where the analysts could not agree, the average of the two gcores
was uvced in the analysia. Such cases of disagreement were infrequent; the
(wo analyats agreed more than 90 per cent of the time on the initial scoring.




Chapter 3
RESULTS OF THE EXPERIMENT

Each of the four section. of the interrogation scheduls was scored *- . e,
once for the total number of units of information and once for the aver:s
number of units per question; in add:ition, the provocative statemenis were
scored “or average units per question. In order tu determine how much of
the total variation war due to each of the four independent variables individ-
ually, and how much io the interactions in the various combinations of vari-
ables, analyses of variance were performed on these nine sets of scores.

The results of these analyses are discusscd belew in terms of the rele-
vant hypothegea. Of the many relationships explored, only thoce which seem
to have potertially meaningful implications are included here. The discuscion
is conriuded with a summary of the statistically significaat findings. The
anrlysis of variance matricee, detailed statistical findings, and descriptions
of the atatistical models are shown in Appendix E.

RESULTS FOR EACH HYPOTHES!S

Flie ot @1 the Source

Hypothesis i: HithereSucated sowrces will differ from lower-educated snwrces in
the amount of informaucn they provide.,

The more highly educated perron, »imust by definition, nosseases more
informaticn then the person of Jesger education. The higher-educated man ia
assumed to have broader interests, to observe with morz understanding, tc he
able to report on his own and others’ attitudeg more cogently, to be better
able to organizc¢ his thoughts, and in general to be more articulate than the
lower-edvcated. Hence, it was expected that he wculd provide maore informa-
tion in ar interrogation than weuld the man of less education.

The lower-educated person of coursc has other valucs as a respondent in
psychological warfare studies. Sociological infcrmation need not derive trom
education, and the lower-educated person may be as jhrewd an observei and
even better inforrned on some topics. Usually a lower income person, he may
be more painfully aware of the cost of food, clothing, and shelter; more likely
tc be x manual worker, he may have had nisir¢ experience with indoctrination
clasgee: poseibly less self -conscioua. hie mayv be lese inhibited about express-
ing stereotyped notions and leas hesitan, 1o generalize on the basis of lim-
ited evidence. Sophisticated interview techpige 9 may be able to draw {rom
nim as much information &8 from the more highly educated person,
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Finding: The higher-educated sources gave significantly more uuits
of information on all four topica included in the {rterrogation schedule than
did tnhe lcwer-cducated. This finding appears in all four sections of the sched -
ule; it is statistically significant at the .01 level' .1 two aections and at the
.05 Jevel in the other two.

Conclugion: From the standpoint of meximizing the quantity of infor-
mation oblained in answer to socio- pyschologicel questions of the type used
here, use of higher-educated sources as informants ic more effective. Of
ccurse, more inforrnation does not necessarily niean more accurate or more
ugeful information. Especially where class differences are acute, scurc-.. of
dufferent levels of education may perceive situations very differently.

Effect of the Interrogater

Hypothesis 2: The interrogators will differ in the amouat o] information they obtain.

Interviewer variance as a factor in research resvlts has been of great
concern tc social scientiaste for a number of veara. Much effori has gone into
means cf measuring interviewer variance and of finding weys to reduce it.

It is reasonable to expect that dissimilar individuals will achieve signifi-
cantly different results in their interrogationsa. Differencer in education and
ingocio-econom.ic background, for examnple, might be reflected in interroga-
tors’ perforimance. Persons experienced in interrogation presumably will
perform better than those withoutl such experience. Interrogators with a
warm peraonality or those who feel secure in their relationships with other
people might be expected to gain more information than interregators who

are impereonal or who feel insecure with other people. Other factors that
might {nfluence resulta include differences in motivationan, intereers (in
rpecific interrogation topics us well ag in working with people), verbal facil-
ity, and role-playing ability such as that required in assuming “businesslike,”
“permissive.” or any other behavior called for in an aasignment,

Finding: Desgpite the fact that the four interrcgators posgessed dif-
ferent interests and personality natternsand different educationnl hackgrounds,
work experience, and social prejudices, the analysis showed no significart
differance in the over-all amount of information obtained.

However, interrogators did 2iffer somewhat in their success
with higher- versur lower-educatea respondents. Generally speaking, the
interrogaior who nbtained tne moest information from higher-educated sources
o“tained the least from the lower-educated, aud vice versa. This finding
appears in all four sections of the questionnaire, and is statistically signifi-
cant at the .05 level in two of them.

Conclusion: Although with extremely careful training & group of
interviewers may turn in a similar over-all performance, difierences in
their effectiveness with various kirds of respondents will very likely remain.
Some interrogators will do best with better-educated, some with lower-
educated respondents. The number of inter: ogators used in this study is not
large enough to permit dufferentiation of the i ~cteristics related to suc-
cess with aone or the other kind of respondernts.

'l.e., the resulta ohtained tould be expect=d 10 oveur by charce only ore tuse vut of 10U
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For optircum gerformance, the bulk cr all of an interrogator’s
egsignment presumably should be with the type of person with which he does
best—of higher or lower education, military or civilian, officer or enlisted
mun, young or old. Ir many cases it will be difficult if not impossible Lo
determine in advance which wulerrogator will do best with wnich type of
source. However, an analysis of each interrogator's early wouchk with differ-
ent types of resnondents may rrovide clues as {c¢ those with which he ilends
to have the mos: buccens.

Effect of the Interrogation Technigue

Hypothesis 3: Souwrces treated 18 8 permissive manner will differ from those treated
in a businessiike manner in the omount of informcuion they provide,

Adequate reporting cf socio-psychologicaldata calis for insight into the
human behavior of the respondent. Although fear and need for reiease of ten-
sion might cause an individual under pressure to disclos. objective facts
which have beccome a part of his memory pattern, the same psvchological
mechanismas generally militate against his develcping inaight, which involves
the integraution of past perceptions into meaningful relationships.

Unlike hardware-type informat.on, much of the data called for in psycho-
legical warfare interrogations is generally not readily availuble to respondents
in the fcrm in which it is needed by an interrogator. Yor example, if a source
i8 asked to report on the location of a building which he has seen, the infor-
mation can be supplied directly from memory. However, if he is ssked to
tell wny ne likes or dislikes a particular radio program, he may not have this
information readily available, even to himself, because he may never before
have nat into words these affective experiences. Consequently, in order to
answer the interrugaive, the source finda 1t necesad: y tu think for 2 moment
aloud sbout the matter. Thig may be more easily accomplished in a permig-
sive than in a more directive atmosphere.

It wa 3 thought, too, that a well-treated source would be motivated 1< put
forth extra effort in an attempt ¢ provide e friendly interrogator with a
complete rerporge. The warm urd {riendly manner of the permisaive approach,
aiong with its provision for emotional catharsgis, was expected {o provide the
sources with an interrogation atmosphere in which they rould function with~
cut & feeling of threat, in an absence of tension, and with a friendly attitude
toward the interrogator.

Finding: Statistical anaiysea foreach of the four interrogation topico
showed no aignificant difference between the permissive and businesslike
approaches in the amount of infcrmation obtained. Several explanations for
the lack of difference Letween results from the twoapproachee may be advanced:

(1) The ccntrast betwecgn the two roles wag not sufficiently
pronounced. Becausc the subjects were peacetime refugees, an approcach of
real scverity could not be applied. Therefore to these refugees, coming as
they did from the East Zone of Germany, the "businesgihike” appicach might
not have conveyed the relatively auster. quality latended. For example,
if an individual had come to the interrcga..ow expecting harsh and unrea-
sonable Lreatment, he might perceive even che cold and unfriendly behavior
of the basinesslike interrogator as a welcome cenirast to his {ears. The
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post-inteiviews did in fact indicate that about a third of the sousces intor-
rogated in 4 businesslike manner interpreted the interrogation as being
pergonal. (See Appeundix F.)

(2) The sources presrumably felt both obligated and willing to
provide the West with the information requested. Their motivation to become
part of the West might have counteracted reactions toward any perceived
geverity in trc.nent,

(3) In the businessiike spproach the interrogator maintzined
control of the interview by insisting that the gource stick atrictly to the voint
in queslion; he did not hesiiste to interrupt irrelevant chatter. Since Germans
are accustomed to being treated in an authoritarian manner in offices ¢ ~:10..
cial agencies, they may not react as negatively to such an approach as might
some other peoples.

Concluaion: Since this research oifers no reason to believe that
there is a significant difference in the amecunt of information obta.ned with
the permissive as compared to the busineusslike approach, the decision on the
procedure to be adopted in psychological wariare interrogations of German
refugees can be based on the needs of the particuiar interviewing situation.

Effect of Patiern of Quea;ion'mg

Hyputhesis é: Tha omowns . iaformazion nbtoined pet question when coch growp
of apecific guestions is orecra2d be a geawral quastion will differ from the amouns
obtained when the specific yeasiions cione are asked.

The assumption was that opening a topic at & broader and more general
level would create a chain of associaiions and encourage a wider range of
thiuhiiig o i€ part of the gource. Thus atimuilated o think und talk freely,
the source might give more information in answer to svbsequent specilic
questions than if his attention had been focused immedn ely upon the narrow
aspects of the topic.

Finding: No significart difference vas found between the two patternas
of quest oning in the average ruraber of units of informaticn per question. As
might be expected, more total units of information were obtained whet the
specific questions were preceded by a general question than when the generul
question was not used at all.

Conclugion: When n series of specific questions on a given topic is
fairly exhaustive, the presence or absence of a preceding general cuestion
-vill not seriounly affect the amount of information acquired per question.

Hypotkzais 5: The amount of informotion obiained from lcwsrreducased ;s owevs
when jacteal questions precede auitudinal quessions will differ from the amount
obtained when the order of questioning is reversed.

It wagz thought that sources of a lower educational level might not come
to the interview with cleariy formulated cpinions on many of the topica dis-
cussed, and as a result would have dif{i nlty in verbalizing thei. attitudes,
Should this be the cagse, it was thought that ask.. 2 the Tactual questions first
might providc a framework which would nelp the source in expressing his
ideas. It was assumed that the higher-educated sources would not need this
type of assistance.
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Finding: Regardless of educaticnal level, the amount of information
obtained did not differ significantly wheiher factual cr atlitudinal questions
were asked first.

Conclugicn: So far aa factuel and attitudinal guestionsare concerned,
the sequence of cuestioniag does not affect resuits,

Hypothraia 6: The amowunt of infarmation obtained from sources csked to repore
on others’ attitudes towara the Unised States (“inpervomul® quesiicns) wiil
differ from the amanat cotained jrom sources aaked L. give their own cpinions
{*peraomal™ questioas).

it was expected that scurces would give information moure freely on the
attitudes of others, for which they could not be held responsible, thar. on -l
own opinions about the United States. Furthermore, it was aggumed that t- -,
would project their own attitudes into what they described ea the attitudes of
other people in Eaat Germany. According to this reasoning, the impersnnal
or gemi-projective type of question would result in mere information.

Finding: No statistically significant difference wgs found in the
amount of information ohtained that could be attribuied to this difference in
question type.

Some estimate of whether sources were giving answers they thought would
please the intzrrogator or were expressing their true opininns was obtained
by planting so-calied “Iranknesa” questions throughout the "Attitudes Towurd
Russia” end "Attitudes Toward the United Stautes” sections. Theue weres ques-
tious to which an honest unswer might be considerea uriavorable toward the
nited States or comolime'atary to Ruersia. For er mple, in answer te the
question, “L)o you think Ameéricansg have contribuier 28 much to tie fieids ol
art, munsic and philoaophy as the Germsans have?” a “Yes” answer would be
congidered ingratiating, a "No, but then America i8 a mvch younger nation”
would be considered neutrul, and & “No” answer would be considered {rank.

A little more than a third of the sources gave predominantly frank
answers, end about the same proportion gave predominantly ingratiating
anawers. Although the elements involved zrenot clearcut, the higher-educated
cources apparently tended to be more objective than the lower-educated, ae
47 per cent of the former but only 22 per cert o the latter gave predominantly
frank answers.

Hypothesis 7: For a given topic the numier of waiis uf furmation obtained from
*ravocative® scatements will difjer from that obtained from the open-end gucstions
on the topic.

The expectation wasg that if incorrect or naive statements were deliber-
alely inserted into ti: intey~ogation, the anurce would be provoked intv pro-
viding ex.ra informa on in un efiurt o correct the interrogatar’s apparent
misunderstanding or misinterpietation. In testing this hypothegsis, the find-
ings for the provocative stateir ents were compared with those for the most
gene:al open-end questions on the topic.

Firding: The hypothesis was tenable. Provocative statements did
yield more unitg of information than the co ;¢ ponding open-end questions.

Conclusion: Centinued thougiit ehic /!4 e given to indirect .neans of
sllmulatmb sources to increase the quantity ¢ .n. “rmation they provide. One
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effective way i8 to ingert into the schedule exaggerated or incorrect state-
ments that will provoke the respond- to set the interrogator straight.

STATISTICAL SUMMARY

Great consistency chaoraclerizes the resuits of the analyses conducted.
On all four imcirogation topics and on both criteria the findings point uni-
formly to the respondent as the one gignificant source ol varizticn among the
four mair variables. In each of the four gections of the interrogations, higher-
educated respondents provided more information than did lower-edo sled
sources; this was true regerdlecs of whether “total units of informatior ' .-
“average units per cuestion” waa used as thc . .erion. (A summary o. the
statistically significant regults is given in Table 2.)

Tabke 2
‘ SUMMARY OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT KESULTS®
)
“Liviag *Attiedes "Reacticas i “Attitodes a
Ceaditions in Toward ta i Towaed the F:::::“:’.
- - r 1 e ! . b ata
Indeposdon: 3i‘ni Cfm-y Raveis P'QC.]‘IJ! y Unitad Statoe L
Veriablee ! (" . . .
| Tocat 15m0e ) Torat |00 | o U o (U0 | Ve
ll e Oves., | UM | (e Units | (\oe. | Faite | e, Uses.
Suarce RUE! Ud .Ci ol 03 K%} Vi 01
(estion .05 .00)
Interactions:
Intervogator Questions.
Technigae G5
Socece-Intenogalor .05 A5 .05

*Has~d on anslysis of varience tent (see Appendiz F). Figurcs ropreseout the levele of sigaificance (o the
ladopendzat vazichles whici eithet individually or in combinai:c™ with otherw coalributed sigaificantly to the variance
ia the total wniw of informatica and th. z.21:6" —ie prr question. The reawlte .. *he provocutive simteweosts wore
compared with thoge f1om selectod openond queations.

One of the special questioning devices, the provocative statements, led
to significant results, bearing out the hypothesis that such atalemenis provide
more infermation than the average open-end question.

In the analysis of the section in which the order of factual and attitudinal
quesions was varied, the three-factor interaction "interrogator - questions -
tecwunque of interrogation” pruved ic bo statiatically significant when units
per guestion was used ae tiie criterion. Attempts to formulate an explanation
for this relationship were unsucceasful, and additional analyses of the raw
data did not shed any more light on the problem.

The gsource-interviewer interaction was significant in three out of five
analyses in which average units 1 que stion was used as the criterion, In
two gsections thie interaction approached, *hough it did not quiie meet, the
required .05 level of significance. Thiz €ndung indicates that individual
juterrogators tend to be most successful with certain types of respondents;
uthers will do their best work with different types of sou -ces.
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Appendix A
BACRGROUHD INFORMATION OM SQUKCES

Form Used to Coilect Information

Bource

1, Date of srrival in West Ceramecy._.

3. Place of Dlrth__

S. Place lived modt during last five years

7. Religiom: Catholic____ Protcstant

9. Recreation en)ouyed most

—_——— . FERSOMAL DATA FORM Iaterviewver

Bay Woath ~ vear

2. Date of Birth

Dmy Moath Yeur

Clvy Mreis Etate Country

L, Place lived most of 1life

City Kreis State  Country

a. Dates: IFrom To bH., T™tol nunber of years _

City Kreis fGtate Country
a. Dates: Mrom_ To_.

b. Total number of yaars N

6. Maritsl status: BSingle_ Married _ Widowed __Divorned __Sepsrated

Other (apecify)_

8. Education: a. Ground Bchool 1 2 3 4 56 7 8 {Circie number of years)

b. M12Lc Sencil Or Gysnesiuwm (Circle waich ove)
t. 1234 567609 (Circie hignest yrar campleted)

d. Abitur: Yes Ko

e. University (Circie semesters completed) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8 9 10 11 12 or aore

f. Field of Study _ ¢. Zvischenprusfungen: fes __ Ko

b. Degree

— e .4 Yesr

. Other School {specify)

[ 2N

k. 1234 54 (Circe number of yewrs)

1. Fleld of Study _.

7
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10. Reading subject matter preferred

11. dodbles: a. Type of hobby

b. Dates when active | .

Geprrali nature of
activity

————re e e —

experience)

8. Countiies t

&. Countriee

12. Poreign ‘iravel and Resfdsnce (incluilng military service and PW

b, Deter

' 13.

Work exgerience {start vith last job and go back 10 years)

s. Dotes | b. Title of Job | ¢, Nature of dutice | 4. Location (city)
2 e

Lu. Pemily s. Ags (sl b. Bo. of | ¢c. Wi | 4. Present | e. Country

Back - living) years occupa- | location Vhers spent

ground achoolt tion (countr,) | moet of life

Father —_

&mr —— —— e ——— E———

Brothers

& Bisters o

Children _ o e

——— e b —_— _

|
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Table A-1 .

BACKGHROUND INFORMATION ON SOURCES

Lewer-Educeted l Alyber-Educatod

Doactigtive liem Sonrces | Soweces
. N=32) J (N:.,')V- o
Yeun of Fducation
Nl 1
8 i3
9 ki
10 11
11 6
12 a
13 6
14 or more 12
Median namber of echoo! years 8.2 12.8 !
i
Disuribstina hy Age !
19-23 years p 2
24-28 yearn 10 3
29-33 years 4 1l
3 -38 years [4 6
39-43 yours ] 5
44-48 years 4 4
49-53 years 1 1
Mediian age 33 33
Cueypaticu Croup
Professional and manageriai 3 16
Clerical end ssles 7 10
Agricultare; 2 ]
Manaal workers 19 4
Stedents i 2 :
|
Nanber of Days Spent in hent !
Germaoy Before HumRR{} laierrogation 1
1.5 3 4 !
615 8 10 .
11-15 8 7
16-20 4 4 :
21 or monr < 7
Median number of days 13 11
Marital Status
Married 23 24
' Sepacated 2 0
‘ Givorced 2 !
Single 5 7
fteligious Afhili_tinu
’rotestant 23 24
Cothol.- S 6
Noue 4 2

9




Selected Finoirgs From the Personal Data Torm (see Table A-1)

On the average, lower-educated eources renorted between eight and nine
years of achooling and higher-educated more than i2 years.

‘The ages of the 64 scurces ranged from 16 to 51 years. The youngest
regpondent in the lower-educated group weae =2, while his counierpart among
the “high” sources was only 19; the median in each group was 33 years,

Occupatianally, half of the higher-educated sources fell intothe “Profes-
sional and Managerial™ category (most of theee were teachera); more than
half of the lower~-educated scurcee were manual worhkers.

Thiee-fourtha of the sources had come to the West within 20 days of
their interrogation; all but ihree hiad been in tl.e West for less than 2 . i
months, Three-{curias of cach group were married and the same propc .ion
were Protestants.

——

e




Apvenuin 8
“BUSINESSLIKE™ AND "PERMISSIVE" INTERVIEW TLCHNIQUES

- e

} Characteristics of interviewer behavior: i°
‘: Basinesslike Parsissive ]
: — \
i: Posture srect and alert Posture relaxed and ivfoemal |
- Reeerved Friendly N
{ Formal toae Coaversationul tono; ase interjections and
! [zcial gostares
| 1 Form) phraseology; ao elcrg laformal phreseciogy; occasional elang !
H No wmilivg Smiling when appropriate
No catharsir Catharsie ;
No indication of perwonal istemst Indication of perscaal interest
! No omotiona! sepport 1o source Emoticas! support to sorsce
: Extiapusitive {igeare the scorce’s problers Inropanitive (slleviate the source’s probloma
’ or biene sowce for the wituetion) or accept blame for the sitwation)
Ne indication of approvai Freqaent indicatiors of approval \ i
Conrol of pace by interrogaioe Adjaiimoal 1o sowne's pace '
No swppoet of sowrce’s attemptis to justify Support of soarce in his sttarapiu to justily ;
kis srtioms ble actiorn I
A detailed list of methods for detecting and handling problem sitnuations : ||
tsuch as fear, fatigue, lying, withholding information, irrelevancy, etc.) is ! :
avuailable in the HumRRO files. )

Catharsis questions used in tne beginning of the inierview:

(1) "How do you feel now that you have cumae to the West?” |
(2) “ft must not have been an eaey decieion for you to come to the Wegst?” !
(3) “tlow do you feel about conditicns at the camp?” :

Ways of enccuraging catharsis during the interview: ,

(1) Agk "How do vou feel about . . .?"
(2) Repeatoremphasize emoticonally charged staternents made by the source. :
{3) Uec expressions of sympathy, empathy, or identification.
{4) Openly recognize incipient manifestations of emotion on the part of

the source.

Ways of controlling catharsig: }

(1) Lock for soiething the souice »ay8 which you can use as a wedge to .
say: “That is something I war to ask you abcut.”

(2) Offer the source a cigavctte and folle - with the next question.

13) Avoid dealing with sensitive top.cs introduced by the source.

(4) Remind the source that you have only limited tune for the interview
and continue asking questions.

I S R adhial i " ST S P G
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Appendin C
THE INTERROGATORS

Background Information

Two of the four interrogators had received university education, and the
other two were gvinnasfum graduates. Two (one of whum wanr universii:
educated) were experienced interrogators, having served in this capacity with
the American ForvesinGermany. Although the other twn had had no previoue
interrogation experience, both of them had worked for the Americans, one ug
on interpreter for the Army and the other ia various cultural-affaira jobs for
the Department of Staie. Three of the interrogutors were 31 years of age, and
the oth2r was 29. Oniy onc of the four was married.

Interrogatar G
e ST Birtn: 1-20-26
2. Marital Stetus: Single
3. Educsation: 5 years elementary echool
7 years “oberachule” {zquivalent to Gymnasium)

4. Previous Employment: Interrogetor with the USAFE Historical
Research Division; Interpreter and Trans-
lator with the 86th U.S. CIC Detachment;
Hecepilicnini aind Dispztcher faor the U.S.
Army; Evaiuator and Court Reporter for
the 11.S. Military Governinent Denazifica-
tion Division, Interpreter with the 3€5th
MP Service Battalion.

Interrogator “M"
—"—ff&e of Birth: 2-2&-2¢
2. Marital Status: Siagfle
3. Ecucsation: Working on the disaertetior for a douctorate in English
and American Literature.
University of Marburyg: 5 years
Urniversity of Wisconsin: | year (Exchange student:
1951-52)
4. Previous Employment: Interrogetor with the USAFE Ristoricsl
Regearch Division; Coal Qutput Controlier
in A Ruhr inine.

Interrogator “H”

i_ Date of Burth: 3-30-24

2. Marital Statua: Single

3. Education: Graduate in Law

Heidelberg University: 1947-53

4. Previous Employment: Inte.preter with the 18t U.S. Armored
Divis e 2nd the 3rd Constabulacy Reg-
ment; assisted in the preparati--nof minor
law cas:8 while attending Heidelberg
Univeraity.




Interrogator “F*
1. %te ol Birth: 7-21-23

2. Marital Statua: Married
3. Education: 4 years eiementary school
8 years Gymnasium
2 /2 years Trade ard Commerce School
2 years Art Academy
4. Previous Employmeat: In charge of the Audiov-Visual Aids Depart-
ment at a German municipal Institute of
Edvcation; progiram euperviscer =- a2 U.S.
Iuformation Center; analysr for thr Co
tural Affairs Section ci the U.S. Ciasu-
late General; Youth Activities Specialist
for a U.S. High Commission of Germany,
Resident Office; artist for the American
Red Crcaa anu Special Services; frec
lence artist.

Attitudes Toward Techniques and Sources

V'hen askea to hypothesize as te whether the businesslike or permissive
manner “will generally yield better results with most sources,” two of the
four interrogators selected busineaslike (interrogators “G” and “H") and two
permissaive (interrogators “M” and "F"). The differences Letween the quanti-
tative resgulis obtsined by using the two metnods, however, were nct statigti-
cally significant for any one of the four interrcgetors (see Table C-1). This
puggests that their predilecticns for one manner or the other did not bias the
regults which they achieved.

Ti + pusi-inierview responses provice additionej evidence that the
inte,rogaters refrained from allowing their prefercnces to interfere with
their performance. When aaked in what way more information could have
been cobtained in the particular interview waich they had just conducted or
observ2d, three of the four interrogators suggesied in several insgtances that
the )pg roach opposite to the one they favored would have been more effective.

Th - post-interview data indicate that ‘e inferrogators w=re not biased
in fa-~ - of either higher- or lsv.¢: -educated sources.

Table C-1

COMPARISON OF INFORMATION OBTALNED BY EACK
INTERROGATOR ON EACH INTERROGATION TOPIC

fin serms of overage wnits of InfArmation per ques Lioa)

Liviag Attitedods Reactioas ‘ Attitades

Coaditions toward Russia to Prc jaganda
|
laterrogmiare |- ————7— — }
| Highm - L e Hiskor. Uik ao ! : Highsr Loma-

i t.doceted | Ednceted | F.ducated | Fdncated l Ed-uledi Fduceted l".duclled tldncoled

toward the U.S.

2.49 1.66 2.6 1.24 1.66 1.33 3.7 2.39
2.36 2.0i 2.01 1.°9 1.67 1.56 3.44 2.9%
216 .92 1.92 1.73 152 1.57 3.25 3.09
2.07 2.17 1.85 1.64 1.62 1.8v 1.13 3.13




Appendix D
QUESTIONNAIRE GUIDE

SEC11uiv 1; LIVING CONDITIONS IN EAST GERMANY
{Patterns I and 1I are identical in this section)®

General

A. Conditione with which people are most dissatisfied
1. Why
2. Reactions of the peopie

3. Assignment of blame for thev- conditions

People who have the lowest stundard »f livir
1. Reagons

People who have the highest standard of living
1. Reaaons
2. Resactions of other pecple

D. Masajur changes in living conditions brought about by Communist control

Food

{A. Current food situation) ' _
1. Aspects of the food eituation with which pecple are especially ! '
dissatisfied 'B

a, Reactionsa of the people

(B. Quantity)
1. Food ileins which 2re in g celest shortage
a. Government explanation B
b. People’s interpretation ol shosiagea f R
2. Compensatory measures
a. Government
b, Individual

Distril ation}
1. Difficulties and inconveniences in obtaining food
2. Ratioming system

2. Types of food rationed

b. Goverrnment justification or explanation of rationing [
3. Irregularities in digtridbutivn ui {oea

a. Causes

'{I’) indicale. provocative statements.




(D. Cost)
' (P) Apparently you don't have {0 pay t3c much for food in the East
Zone because it is rationed.
1. Proportion uof average peraon’'s income needed for [ood
2. £ssential food items which are too expensive
a. Reusone

II. Clothing

A. Essential items of clothing which are too ¢xpensive
1. Reasons

B. Greatest shortages

C. Qusality deficiencies

IV. Housing

{A. Current housing aituatior)
{P) They Liave done extensive housing consiruction on Stalin Allee.
{ presume there sre other houring projects in a number of East
Zone places.
1. Aspects of the housing situation with which people are especially
dissatiefied
a. Why these particular espects
b. Assignment of blame for these probiems

(B. Availability}
1. Difficulties and inconveniencesa in obtaining housing
2. Inequaiities in distribution
a. Grours or tyues of pergons enjoying special privileges
b, Guvernmeiat explanation

{C. General conditicns)
V. Health and Medicine

(P) Recently there h~ve been many wrlil-equipped polyelinics established
in the Eagt Zone. 1 unJe, gtand that many pativnts prefer to go to
polyclinics now instecd of to their ‘family docters.

A. Aspects of the medical services with which peuple are especially
digeatisfied
1. Reactions of the people
2. Agsignment of blame for theee problems

B. Adequacy of hospital care
1. Medical peracnnel
2. Medical supplies and equipment

V1. Educational Oppurtunities

A. 'nequalities in education aveilable to members of various classca

B. Reasons

) mmm I YETENG TPt o MM "y s ohrrrepaon s e s ot e

C. Attitudes of various classes toward ineqgualitiee 1n educational
opportunities

3s




VII. Working snd Businesr Conditiong

{A. Working conditions)
(P) When it comes to warking conditions, [ presume they are much
improved since 17 June 1953,
Orportunity tor taking job of own choice
Wcrk rorms; How enforced
Adequacy of pay
I ength of workuig day
An.ount of vacation
Control of labor through unione

TN o G 8D -

. e

. (1. Business conditic.e)
S (P) They say that independent business men have it much easier

T since 17 June 18953,
1. Taxesn
2. Production norms
3. Raw material priorities
4. Control through government agencies

| 5. Government competition

SECTION 2: ATTITUDES TOWARD THE SOVIET UNION

_ Pattern 1
General Questions Followed by Specific Probes’

I. Attitudes Toward Soviet Foreign Policy

A. Attitudes regurding the gcals of Soviet foreign policy
B. Attitudes regerding Soviet policy toward 1) kast Germauy

2) West Germany

3) German reunification
C. Attitudes regarding the methods of Soviet foreign policy

D. Attitudes regarding Se.vie. intentions for war or ptace

Q. Attitudes Toward the Soviet Political System

A. Beliefs concerning the existence or lack of individual rights and
personal freedom in the Soviet Union

B. Attitudes regarding the way in which the Soviet leaders control
the Russian peopie
1. Orgenizaticns
2. Effectiveness of control

C. Beliefs regardiiig the power reiaticneiaip i the Sovict cystem
1. Paraons

2. Groups
3. Competition for dominance

YF) indicatee fravkness quasiioms.
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D. Attitudes regarding the purposes nf the Communist party in the
Soviet Union

1. Activities
2. Fole in Soviet sociely

- R -

1338 Attn_ggsg Regarding the Russian People

A. Thelr attitudes toward the Communis! regime

ey L P

B. Intelligence

(F) Dc you think that there has been a marked decrease in the :11:* ~acy
of the Ruasian pecple in the past 30 yeara?

IV. Attitudes Toward the Soviet Leaders

A. Ability

N ey e w T

B. Extent to which Soviet leaders are working for the welfare of the
Russian people

oo

V. Attitudes Toward Soviet Economic Conditions

A. Beliefs regarding the standarde of living in Russia
1. Adequacy of fcod

2. Adequacy of housing
J. Adequacy of clothirg
4. Adequacy cof sanitation and medical care

(F) Do you think that medical care has improved in the Soviet Union under
the Communist regime?

R Attitudoe na~and

for the individua

+ 13 # G RO

5tz the Cpimiiunily fur kconomic advancement

in the Soviet Union

C. Attitudes regarding cconomic equality among classes and occupationai
groups in the Soviet Union

(F} Do you think the average perscn in the Soviet Union has more oppor-

i tunities to attend plays, operas ana ccaceris today than he had before
the Commuriat regime”
D. Attitudes regarding collectivization in the Soviei econoray
(F)

~ A s

today than it was 25 years ago?

VI Aititudes Toward the Soviet Armed Forces

Do you think the quality of machinery in the Soviet Union is higher
A. Attitudes regarding Soviet occupation troops stationed in East Germany
B. Attitudes regarding the strength of the Soviet armed forces as com-
pared with thase of the United States and other Western natione

Fattern J§
Specific Probes without Ge: eral Questions

The Pattern Il schedule for this section contained the same specific ques-

tions as Fatterr I, but the general quesi.ons {indicated above by Koman numerals}
preceding each group of specific questic '8, were omitted.




SECTION 3: REACTIONS TO PKROPAGANDA

Pattern 1
Attitudinal Questions ¥Followed by Factual Questicns

Political Indoctrinaiion Classes

A Atidtuda il

1. What ie your cpinicn of tae political instruction? Why?

2. Wnaat wnfluence do you think this indoctrinotion had ou the people?
Why ?

3. What did you think of the indoctririation leaders? Why?

Factua)
1. Whut methods were used to enforce attendarnce at indoctrination
clasees ?
2. What procedures were used in conducting classes ?
3. What rewsrds for achievement were there?
4. What punighinent for failure was there?
3. What topice were einpuasized in these clagcen?
6. What kird of people were the leaders or instructors?
7. What did your !ellow-workers and {riends say rbout this
indoctrination? Why?
8. Who spongored the political instruciion clanses?
9. Where were they usually heid?
iC, Al whettime of day? Wae thic during working hours?
11. How often were the classus held?
12

11. East Zone Radio Broadcusts

A. Attitudinal

1. What do you think of East Zone radio broadcasts ir. general?
Why?

2. What influence do Eaat German broadcasts have on the people?
Why?

Yactus)

1. What tvpes of East German programs d.? you hear?

2. Dedcribe the tyne of broadcasts which vou liked most. Why?

3. Describe the type of broadcasts you disliked moust. Why?

4. ‘Nhat themes were empnesized most in East German broadcasis?
5. What 4did your tcquaintances ady about the East Zore radio? Why?

6. At what tines of day did you ususlly listen to East Zonz bruadcasis?

7. How often Jdud you listen?
6. Where did you usually listen?

. Western Breadeasts

AL Artitudinui

1. What 18 your upinion of Western radio breadeasis?  Why?

2. What influence do you think V¥ eatern broadcasta have on the
people?  Why?

What Wesgtern station do ~vuu think generally gives the best news
prograrag? Why?

w
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f B. Factual
! 1. What types of Western programs did you hear?
; 2. Describe the kinds of broadcaets which you liked most.
Why ?
E 5. Descrihe the kinds of broadcasts which you disliked moest
3 why’)
! 4. What themes wiic emphasized mos: in Weetern broadcasts?
{'- 5. W4 ! Utd your acquaintances say akout Western broadcasts?®
b Why?
;. 5. At what time of day did you usually listen to Western broadcastsg? L.
7. How often did rou listen?
r 8. What Western stations did you listen to”
s 1V. Eagt Zone Newspapers i
; A. Attitudinal |
1. What is your opinion of Eaat Zonc newspapers”? Why i
| ; 2. What do you think of the truthfulneas of East Zone newspapers? ;
Why? ;
i i 3. What influence do you think the Eaat Zone newspapera have on !
v the people? Why? H
B. Factual
1. Describe the types of newsgpaper articlee you like mast. )
Why9 i
g ”n Ve e cdbm bl a beemm < # mmblmlomm semie Vilenm lenne Wik 1
. M @ b AW i NJV\,I? e s \‘\.n\ e satan s e e aa . R M
3. What theme=g werc emphagized mouat ir kast German newspapers”? % !
4. What kind of information did you miss moet in the newspapers
> you read? Why?
$. Whut did your {riends say about the newspapera?
6. What newspapers did you read most oiten in the East Zone?
7. How often was that?
8 Where did you get these newspapere?
! V. Poustera
N roaeete

1. What did you think ol the posters you saw in the East Zone?
Why?

2. What influence do you think these posters have on the people?
Why?

i
1
A. Attitudinal !‘
)

B. Factual
1. What kinda of poatcra did you see? :
<. Descrive (he winds \f posters you digliked mest. Wiy ?

Degcribe the types cf posters which impresseda you most.
Why?

What themea were ¢inphasized most in the posters”
Where did you Bee posters mosi often?

[ w e
e SN o -

Fatwern ! ‘1

Factua! Questions Foilowed by Au dinal Queations

The nuestions usrd in Pattern 11 tor i gectior were ident:eal to those
v

in Pattern i, but the crder was changed. In each subtopic the factuai quess
tiens (Group B) were asked before the attitudingl questicns (Group A) :




SECTION 4. ATTITUDES TOWARD THE UNITED STATES

attern 1

1 want to ask your own opinion about the United Stateg. For example:

{. Economic Sysatermn

A. What i#<ac do you have about living conditions in the United Statea?

] : B. To what extecnt do you think there {s equality amony different classes
- and occupational groups in the United Statea?

C.

How do you feel about the stability of the American economy?
1. Whet effect do you think this haa on other rnations?

. f_o_reim Policy

A. How do you feel adout the goals of American foreign poiicy?

B. Whnat do you think of American poiicy tuward:
1. Exst Germany?
2. Weat Germany?

3. German revaification?

How de you feel about tiie methods ¢f American foreign poilcy?

). How dou you feel ubout Armerican aconomic aid tu viiei Suunirics?

D
(F) Do you think the American leaders have made any mistakes in
foreign policy since the end of World War 11?

E. Do you think the United 3tates wante wer or peace?
(F) Do you think the average American soldier has more endurance than
the average Russian soldict?

I1i. Culture

A. What do you ‘hink of Ameriran Cilture?
(F} Do you thin! Americans have contributed as much to the ficlde of
urt, music, and philosophy ae Germansa have ?

B. Whavt {8 your opinion of Arnerican mnaic®

C. How du yuu feel about American movies®

120w I would like
about tue Uaited

to agk you how most of the people in Faat Germany feel
States

IV. Armed Forces
A. What do they think of the American occupation troops in West Cermany?

B. How do most people feel about the effectiveness of the American
armed forces as compareda with those ¢of other countries?

C. What do people think about tue America. =oldier?

3
é “(F) tadicates frankness questicns.
z




Rtac

V. Political System
A. How cdo East Cermans feel gbout the American form of government?

B. What is their opinion of the power relationship in the American sys-
tem of government?

‘. Peraons
3. '3'; Ly

C. What do peaple in the East Zone think about individual righta and
pergona! [resdorn in the United States?

VI. People
A. What do most people in Ezst Germany think of the Americen leadera?
1. Ability
3. Motives

B. How do they feel about the A:nerican peuplie?

Pattera Il

In Pattera I the same topics were used byt the manner (“pzrsonal” or
“imnuversonal”) wae variea. The source woa firat asked far his own nnirlona
i e topies lnviuded under IV, ¥ sed Vi ebove, wnd was then s axed for the
opinions of others on the topica included under t, Il and L.
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Appendin E
ANALYSIS OF VARIARCE MATKICES ANU TABLES

Tubdle E-1 .
\
LIVING CONDITIONS IN EAST GERMANY. :
TOTAL UNITS OF INFORMATION FOR EACH INTELROGATION i
i
Highoe - Fducaiod Sowcen Lows-Educaten Sources .
Laterrogetor — bean i
Bralsomaliis | fomisaive Breisselite |  Perwisaive | ;
G* 1449 1766 2505 1652 392 1327 873 89.7 1345 "
| 155.0  175.4 2105 1435 1267 1280 146.0 1361 1528
o 1420 102.2 1632 1260 1296 1398 1609 2112 149.4 ' {
1250 6.7 1880 1878 1376 1217 1276 1360  159.4 ‘ ;
e 1420 976 167.0 5% 1547 1175 1424 1028 145.1 '
1420 1984 1526 1790 1640 1633 1720 1844 1703
- 1451 1681 1337 217.4 1615 1068 1193 1858 1546 ! i
r 144.2 840 11%)  IS06  as.u  1ie0  iTe. 1238 100 Lo
]
Vean 1436 1561 169.2 1757 1340 1305 1417 1462 1496 '
I
Teblo E-2 !
LIVING CONDITIONS IN EAST GERMANY: |

AVERAGE UNITS PER QUESTION FOR EACH INTERROGATION

) '
— . — 1
] Aigarc-bdaceieg Soureas \ Lor...Fduceted Sowces S :
Imsrrogatns J, T M { i
l_-Bm‘.nnllu l Pormiseive ! flosinseslike | Perxlmmive ! ]
e .07 2.6C 2.94 247 e 184 1.20 142 1.96 {
298 25 3100 221 167 192z 200 209 219
e 212 162 2 1.9t 180 237 215 289 217 i
153 358 297 26 174 16 180 .77 221 i
oy 185 132 226 29 1RO 131 178 137 18 {
‘ 2.3 265 173 .08 225 22, 198 248 2n 3
o 199 263 136 302 278 145 1.3 29 221 i
215 1.6 177 268 220 175 274 185 203
Mean 206 221 233 248 1% 184 181 2°T 210

2V AR NRe oD

4




Table £-3

ATTITUJES TOWARD RUSSIA:
TOTAL UNITS GF INFORMATION FOR EACH INTERROGATION

j| Qigher-Educated Sowrcen Lower-Educated Sources i
Iasarveguion | Buoieeselike Permissive i Buaiaeesliike T Fermisaive | wess
l e 1 1 "l
Conersh ; - Craorcl . [ (_--n.rd-] - ' [T . H
| Semific } Soactle | Spacitic | Spacilie 1 s..._cm‘ i ""““l_:.,:mu ‘l it Il
oo N7 648 77.4 1180 143 5§96  55. 204 50,16
d .3 738 1240  63.0 620 617 &0  68.6 7630 L
o 0.2 728 %2 590 7157 644 11 984 e '
a7 825 1001 875 132 542 80.3 N0 T
o %0 610 965 493  Bs&S 44l 76.0 383  63.09 :
@00 8720 682 767 100.6 4.5  49.0 907  B210 i
- 6.2 70.4 60.1 749 751 359 629 3580  o9.06 :
4.7 4.4 76.6 586 928 461 76.2 7 63T
Mean 82.60 6871  AL98 7313 253 S5 6458 6176 Tl
Table b4 h
ATTITUDES TORARD RUSSIA: 3
AVERAGE UNITS PER QUESTION FOR EACH INTERROGATION
e mam v -
Highar-Educared Sowrces Lowar-Educotad Soarces | ' i
1 cqutor Beaiweecithe Poralseive Businesslike Purmissive Mosa }
:\'::“: Spocific ::;;: 3pecilic :’:::": Specitic Gs::::": Syecific !
- 1
.« 167 LT L6l 3.3 4l 1.42 1.10 .62 149 '
‘ 2.26 1.89 2.02 1.170 1.41 1.67 1.67 1.62 1.91 4
o 220 173 2ad 151 1.89 1.74 1,71 2.5% 1.98 !
‘ 97 223 289 236 138 1.26 1.31 .69 1.72 [
oy 2.1 .27 2.33 164 L4 1.16 1.36 63 1.50
231 229 152 1.2 265 2.3 1.1 2.83 2.3
e 2,10 248 157 2.8 214 .92 138 200 1.84 .
2.29 T 1.82  LI7 L.8e 1.07 2.18 1.39 1.6 i
Maan 1.9 179 212 200 165 1.48 1.48 1.68 1.78 ;
i
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Tabie E-5

REACTIONS TO PROPAGANDA:
TOTAL UNITS OF INPORMATION FOR EACH INVERROGATION

HighsrEdocoted Sowrons Lowee-Edacated Sowrree

Rwaincealike Panissive ] Besinvealike Petunissive Wean

—— -~ —— 4~ — v

Mo, . Toctosle | Astiiedisat-| Fectual | Aithindiael | Facteal |Aittedlaak| Fectaie

| Foewed [Amuuul Feetual luu-u«-.p, Fecterl | Anitudizal | Fucteal | Attitodical
R X

112.8 14.9 147.6 154.0 70.i 110.6 83.6 314 105,63
124.0 103.C 177.2 112.4 119.8 131.0 111,0 1.8 PP A)

.7 104.9 124.9 83.0 1173 9.4 62,5 166.4 R :
114.9 144.1 127.6 150.0 131.8 66.6 101.7 106.0 117.84 !

1320 157 1070 1208 1120 80,0 1133 1155 11168 ;
1200 1285 996 1189 1313 128 857  137.8  118.08 !

107.0 109.7 103.9 127.7 103.2 96.5 118.1 94.0 107.51 ]
115.0 725 - 1197 77.2 118,2 84.6 112.4 %6.8 99.39 : :

115.18  114.16 12596 11179 112.96 98.94 96,54 10/.05 11132 ¢

Ll

Iv]-

IHI

i ‘
! Toblo B i
L REACTIONS TO #ROPAG/\NDA: §
i AVERAGE UNTTS PE2 QUESTION FOR RACH INTERRCCATION i,
! - cr—— g
| Higaar-Edncated Sowcae Lower-Edvncated Soucre é ?
\
: { potoe Bosieweslika Pormissive Beslnesalike Permisaive ___* Marm ‘i
! Anundlsel- | Fectual |Anitelinel-| Fectwal- Anhdhul-r Faciwal: | Utledinak| Fectesi- :
. F ot twa) At ited mal Facteal Astited lan: Facterl l Atthieding) Farteal Antitudingi ! ,
! . 1.52 2.41 1.82 1.88 .93 1.30 1.3) .73 149 ;
2 1.77 1.6 2.46 1.42 1.5 1.66 1.63 1.54 1.71 ;
! o 147 L8 L0 157 156 Led 142 B 1.64 i
i 1.38 2.06 LTS 2.0 Le9 108 133 14y 170 !
! - 162 141 153 178 L& 119 132 LI5S 1.46 !
i 1.58 1.67 131 1.25 .73 1.83 1.50 2.1% 1.6¢ 4
| . 155 1.80 12 222 220 27 162 L2 L. \
; 2.02 .88 1.87 1.29 2.2 1.46 1.84 1.87 1.68 i
, 1.61 Lz 106 L6Y 143 150 165 1.62 H
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Table E-7 ¢

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE UNITEL STATES:
TOTAL UNTTS OF INFORMATION FOIt EACH INTERROGATION

i"
b
{
|
|

—_—r
| Higher-Educauted Sowces Lower-Edwcated Sowcac
laiserogutne :ﬁ Besineaslike Pormisaive Buosinesalike Pernissive Noan
} v - —— —t -
{ Pae-nol  |epercan, P«n:olJ {mpereocal | Peracesl Tln,unnl Paunﬂj I:mpereonal
- - L
27.2 17.2 28.0 27.C 14.1 6.3 28.3 12.4 20.006
=G 15.0 33.0 27.0 28.2 19.7 2.6 g.3 5.4 19.9¢
39.5 25.0 38.0 373 26.6 173 18.8 19.5 27,78
21.0 25.0 14.0 23.0 210 26.0 23.1 24.0 R
31.1 22.0 13.0 16.0 25.5 21.0 5.7 17.0 2291
- 2.6 kI N| 16.0 28.0 14.4 21.9 343 37,0 26.91
18.0 15.0 3.0 22.8 33.0 23.8 17.1 14.0 22.4¢
33.7 42.2 26.9 32,6 16.5 24.0 28.0 31.0 29.25

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE UNITED STATES:
AVEHAGE UNITS PYR QUESTICN Fud EACH INTERROCATION

=

H 38.0 26.0 30.8 17.1 29.0 19.6 28.0 17.0 25.99
- 25.0 3.9 n.8 6 0 27.0 11.0 25.0  23.54

32.0 30.0 2.2 190 340 28.9 16.2 16.0 25.04

; 316 26,3 17.1 e 240 33.0 24.0 149 27.80
17.5 }3.2 26.8 178 209 4.0 26.0 16.0 20.18

pe 20.0 2.2 25.2 262 1.8 17.0 20,0 3.6 22.80

37.0 21.5 17.7 161 285 30.2 29.9 21.9 25.36

H 12.8 15.9 7.9 .0 Tu.u PN 16.9 17.8 20,20
é Meas 2678 25,69  25.47  25.15 2201  23.08 2218  21.3z  23.96

Table E-8

Higher-Edecatad Soarces I Lawer-Edecuted Smreu

D J—
[INT., L9 NV Laswessliko Permisaive Rusinceslike Permisaive
— g Y
| "ereons! quuuu! Pereanal | lagetecns) l'-uou logersunsl | Pereossl | lamperacosl
)

1.82 1.23 1.87 1.93 1,00 .62 1.66 83

Gt 1.15 2.54 2.25 1.76 1.41 1.26 06 .38

= 2.64 1.64 2.7 2.87 1.67 1.03 1,35 1.63

E 190 147 113 L3 ner L @ar L

1.73 1.%7 1.83 1.14 1.02 1.62 1.71 1.13

’ o 1,48 1.62 1.07 2.00 1.4% i.96 2.15 1.95

4 1.12 1.00 2.40 1.52 1.65 1.70 1.14 .

3 2.41 ?.32 i.Ro 2.04 1.03 1.09 1.75 1.52

B
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Tobde E-B (Coatirned)
ATTITUUES TOWARD THE UNITED STATES:

AVERAGE UNITS PER QUESTION FOR LACH INTERROGATION

Highvw-Educated Sowcae

———

Lower-Edu.ated Sow: en |

Istcrrogaior Bxainsvrliks T Poraliseive Bwinssalive Putmitaive j] Yeas
Persanal Ifw" Perecoal lnoamdpumu }lnmﬂ Pyrecasl [l..m‘ll
2.1 1.93 1.7 1.2 1.28 1.27 1.33 1.06 1.50
e 1.67 1.68 1.7 1.70 1.08 1.50 W00 i.14 1.47
1.748 2.90 .21 1.06 .27 1.93 1.08 1.23 1.57
1.63 1 68 1.43 1.32 1.8 2.20 2,00 2.€8 1.0
1.59 1.20 1.12 1.28 1.43 2.00 1.34 1.07 1.38
age 1,67 2.i8 180 1.7% . 1.00 1.82 2,36 1.67
2,85 .79 1.18 1.34 2.04 .16 1.87 1.68 1.86
N 54 1.59 1.81 118 1.93 1.23 1.13 1.34
Muea 1.78 1.1 1.08 1.63 1.43 1.53 144 1.32 1.57
Table E-9
PROVOCATIVE STATEMENTS VERSUS SELECTED OPEN-END QUESTIONS:
AVERACE UNITS FPER QUESTION
- T Higher-Edvcaind Sowrccs Lorml}dmtod Sowrces
Besisevenliks ?—:f:lulu Buainesslike Pomissive
laiscrogntor i Mo =
2,60 2.80 4.60 4.10 .90 86 .00 67 2.32
aGe 4.00 3.20 3.0 2.9 .20 2.60 .00 1.43 .17
3.60 2.10 4.6L 3.80 2.43 1.42 3.25 2.22 2.9
3.69 2.90 4,30 2.0 .79 1.60 5,00 2.10 111
4.41 2.50 4.22 3.00 2.70 2.10 5.5 2.78 3.38
v 2.63 1.6¢ [ X)) 1.70 3.00 2.52 5.55 3.2¢ 3.08
2,09 1.76 4.4 1.0 3N 1.50 2.60 1.89 2.61
7.40 3.50 3.64 2586 2.51 1.66 3.80 1.0 3.37
2.9} 2.3 3.20 2.5 3.8 2.57 2,40 1.70 2.66
agpe 2.40 2.00 4.7 3.10 2.35 1.56 1.50 B5 2,74
! 3.80 250 3.12 156 3.80 050 o4 232 2.0
3.66 213 3.20 2.70 4.03 2.50 3.05 2.83 3.0
3.20 2.78 1.32 1.51 5.05 2.60 2.3% 1.38 2.52
op:e 4.00 2NM 5.08 2.9 2.16 1.42 3.60 4.49 3.30
' 4.20 1.90 2.57 2.1 2.5 3.02 3.65 3.33 2.96
1.30 .B0 $.0% .25 RV 1.50 2.33 1.59 .13
Yean .48 2.34 3.9G 2.6° 3.05 2.00 3.26 218 2.86
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Teadle E-1§

LIVING CONDITRINS IN SAST GERMANY:
ANALYSIS BASED ON TOTAL U -5 0F INFORMATION

! o l l

Source of Yasismee ' Sens of l Dagreee of Meoss ,
|

Sigmificance
leve)

Sqearen Fresdom Sqemes (e)

Rotween Sowrces 8439.32
Between [nterrogators 2753.65
Betwaan Techniques 4721.40
S x § [nterxciion 7832.35
S x T latersction 470,35
I x T izteraction 133,08
S x T .| Intarection 1276.50
Reaidual 61504.09

Tots) 87180,74

!
B4£3.32 . )
917.n8
4721.90
2610.78
470.35
44.36
425.50
1281.34

aawm-—w—-uw

Tsable E-11

LIVING CONDITIONS IN EAST GERMANY:
ANALYSIS BASED ON UNITS PER QUESTION
Swie of u.,.-.;:i—‘_ Weoan

Squacos Froedom Squates

Sowce ol Veriaace

Between Sowces 1.73 1.23
B2tween Interrogstors .20

¢
%
g
§
¥
_i
f
:
?
f
?
l

Between Tochniquee .56
S x | Interactien

S x T Intoraction O
1 x T lateraction .15
Sx T x| iasteruction .10

Remidual

Totul
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Table £ 12

ATITTUDES TOWARD RUSSiA:
ANALYSIS BASED ON TOTAL UNITS OF INIORMATION

e ok Swna of Negreen of Meca .
Somrse of Varieace Squearev Fresdom Sqwase ¢ P
—, e ————

Between Sources 3262.55 1 3362.55 8.64 <.0}
Betwoen Interroga.ots 1675.55 3 358.52

Betwesn Techniques 64.61 i 64.61

Betweer Questious 2353.47 1 2353.47 6.0 <35
S x { Intsrat.10n 502,78 3 834.25 2.9 <10
S x T Interection 242.19 i 242,19

S x ( Interactioa 168.67 1 168.67

!« T Interactica 1640.71 3 546.9%0

[ x Q Interaction 1307.22 3 435.74

T 2 Q Iateractice 835,54 1 83.94

S x I x T loteraction 130.58 3 43.53

S x1xQ latersction 322,62 3 107.54

S x T = (J Internction 228.39 1 228,39

12T x () Interaction 824.30 3 274.73

SxlxT x Q lateraction 1523.21 k] 507.%4

esidoal 13201.78 32 412,56

Total 29032.44 63
Tebie Eri3
ATTITUGES TOWARD RUSSIA:
ANALYSIS BASED ON UNITS PER QUESTION
e Suos of Dogoen of Moan I
Sowrce o Varissce Sqmares Freodom Squares i F [ P

Betweon Sources e ' .66 8.22 <.01
Belween [nterrogators .3 3 .08

Betweer Tachaigos .15 1 3

Between Quentions .06 1 06

S x | interaction 1.43 3 48

S x T [ateraction 1 1 A1

S x Q Imteraction 11 ! A1

[ x T Intoraction 1.15 3 .38

[ x Q Interaction 54 3 .18

T = Q Interactinn 21 i .21

Sx 1 x T {ntersction Y k] 13

S = | x Q lateraction 41 2 1¢

Sx T x Q lnteraction 07 } 07

[« TxQleteraction A 3 .28

Sx'x T x Qlateraction 1.3¢ 3 .43

Residoal 13.713 an 41

Toted 22.09

4




T ———————-

-

LT i TAe

VTS Ml A T T T TR AR IS B Kk -

¢

Table E-14

LEACTIONS TO PROPAGANDA:
ANALYSIS BASED ON TOTAL UNITS OF INFORMATION

Baser of Dagrea of 1 Meas ] 1
Sourcy of Verismce Squsren . 5 l £ ! P
Between Suc Lo 8335.80 H 3085.80 $.3% <.05
Berweer Imterroga‘ors 1384.65 3 461.533
Beuwsen Techniques 64.80 1 64.80
Baiwoen Qnustioau 216.82 1 216.82
S x | Interuction 2992.73 3 997.58
S x T lateruction 427.46 1 427.4¢
S x Q lutetaction 13.8% 1 13.69
! x T interaction 350.25 3 116.75
1 x Q Intaraction 141¢.94 3 472.21
T x Q Interaction 23¢.63 H 235.53
SxixT Interaction 2435.44 3 811.81
Sx ixQ Inreraction 263.67 3 B7.89
Sz T x Q lataracrion 883.57 1 R83.57
[xTx Q lateraciion 3674.33 3 1224.78
SxIxT xintemction 3357.82 3 1119.27
Rosidesl 17774.48 32 555.45
Totel 38578.08 o3
Teble E-18
REACTIONS TO PROPAGANDA:
ANALYSIS BASED ON UNITS PER QUeSTIUN
Sama of ‘ De { i e N
Sowrto of Varience & © ﬁo’:?e: ! & » ¥ P
— . i .- PR
Betweet Sources . i 27
Reiv:eea [nteirogatore .22 3 07
Between Tachniques .03 1 .03
Betwee~ (Juestions .00 1 .00
S x | Interaction 1.15 k| .38 3.37 <05
S x T loternctiva 02 1 02
S x Q lateraction .03 1 .03
1 x T Interaction 13 3 04
[ x Q Interaction .30 3 .10
T x O Interaction A2 1 12
Sxlx T lateractica .0} 3 00
S 11 x (} Interaction .03 3 .0l
S x T x () isteraction .22 ! 22
Fx T x QInteraction 1.27 3 .42 3.28 <.05
Sxlx T xQ Interaction 13 2 .04
Residual 4.35 32 .14
Total 8.18 63
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T k16

ATTITUDES TO%ARD THE UNITED STATES:
ANALYSIS BASED ON TOTAL UNITS OF INFORMATION

Sawrce sl Yariaace g;:::‘ mfl::‘ 5::::’ F P
Beiwenr Sowcan 42¢.50 1 ¢20.50 8.00 <.01
Hetwoen (atesvogaicre 85231 k] 7.4 2,26 <.10
Or:waen Techaiques 23.63 1 23.63
lietweun Queotions 2.88 1 2.88
S -+ 1 interuction 309.14 3 103.05
Sx 'y lrteraction 13 1 .13
§ x Q ln:eraction 5.20 1 5.20
Ux T Iatenuction 221.42 3 73.81
{ x Q tmteraction 4.38 k| 8.13
T x (Q Inters tion 2.85 1 2.65
Sxix T Interaction 94.92 2 3l.60
Szl x Q interaction n.07 3 2267
$» T x { loioracticn 14. 1 14.44
{xT 2 Q Interaction 30,44 3 1015
52§ Tz Q Interaction 17.87 3 5.96
Residual $565.70 96 57.98

TJeral ns6.m

———
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Tabi £oi7

ATTITUDES TOWARD THE UNITED STATES:
ANALYS]S BASED OR UNITS PER QUESTION

Snnu of Ccgess of oan
Sewcn of Vuriance < ox p"n 5 F P

Betiseer Sources PR i .09
Betwaen [nievrogators 00 2 R\ 2
Jetween Technigves .22 1 2
Between Questionn 01 1 0
S x | tateraction 2.3 3 7
S « T interaction 00 1 L0
3 x () lateraction iy 1 05
1 x [ Intarmction K73 3 A1
| x Q Irteruction .31 3 .10
T x Q fureraction .03 1 .03
Sxixy inteructiva .41 3 14
S x 1 x Q Inzeructivn ¥ 3 o8
S x T x Q Intermutior 05 1 05
1xT x Q Interaction .16 3 .05
SxlxT x Qlnteraction .37 3 A2
Re.sidual 24.01 94 W45
Toal k] W] 12
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Teble -18

PROVCIATIVE STATEMENTS:
ANALYSIS BASED ON UNITS PER QUESTION

Sens of Dugress of Mosa
Squxres Freedom Squares

Sawrce cf Yeriance

Betweea Sources 707
Between Intenu,ains 3.25
Betweea Techoiques 2.49
Between Questions 20.66

S x U [nteraction 8.75
S x T Intevaction .23
§ x Q Isteractioa A8
I x T lateractioe 2.95
1 x Q Interuction 2.02
T x O luteraction .04

Sx I xT Intamction
S x [ x Q Interaction .39
5 x T x Q leteraction .01
Ix T x Q intaraction

SulxT « () lnteraction
Residua!

Tolal

.07
1.08
2.49
40.66

2.92
3
3
.98
67
04

1.17
13

L0l

45

.41
92
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Appendix F
RESPONSES OF 60 SOURCES TO SELFCYED POST-INTERVIEW QUESTIONS'

What do you think wag the purpose of the interview?

To obtain over-all picture of life in East Zone
To cbtain attitudes of East Zune people
Miscellaneous

“Don’t know”

Is there anything which you especially liked about the interview?
1y there anything v J -8pe Y €W

Particular topic:
Living Conditions
Attitudes Toward Russia
Rescticna to Propaganda
Attitudes Toward the United States
" Political®

Conduct of interrogation

Interest ehown i Fasi Zoune

Everything

Migcelianeous

Nathing

What did you like lerst about the interview?

Farticular topic:
Living Conditions
Attitudes Toward Ruseia
Reactione to Propaganda
Attitude e Tovwrrd e United States
“Political”

Repetition of questions

Tou much detail

QueRrtiona too specifie

Questions tou general

Behavior of interrogator

Length of interrogation

Miscellaneoue

Nothing

(Antitudes Foxpresaed)
Highly favoratle
Favorable

Mty favarabhle

Want anteeviewm wrere oot held with four wenoe
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Numbe:
Did you feel uneasy at any time durirg the interview?
No 52
No {aualified) i

Yes

Would you hav creferred that the intervicw hau been conducied in @ more

personal or im.oereonal mznner than it actually was?

Sources Sourcey

Interrogated Intercogated
ino in o

Businesslike Formissive

—Morner _ Monner
Au it was (“personal”) 11 26
As it was 3 1
As it was (“impersonal”) 2 c
More personal i4 3




